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other elements, it does never at the same time relate any separate creation of the individual soul. A Ved&ntist, therefore, has, as $ankara argues, no right to look on the soul as a created thing, as a product of the Highest Self, different from the latter. You see how this question can be argued ad infimtum, and it was argued ad infinitum by various schools of Vedanta philosophers.
Satyublieciav&da and Bliedabliedavacla.
Two names were given to these different views, one the Satyabhedav&da, the teaching of real separation or difference between the individual and the Highest Self, the other the Bhed&bhedavada, the teaching of both separation and of non-separation. They both admit that the individual soul and the universal soul are essentially one. The difference between them turns on the question whether the individual soul, before it arrives at the knowledge of its true nature, may be called independent, something by itself, or not. A very popular simile used is that of fire and sparks. As the sparks, it is said *, issuing from a fire are not absolutely different from the fire, because they participate in the nature of fire, and, on the other hand, are not absolutely non-different, because in that case they would not be distinguishable either from the fire or from each other, so the individual souls also, if considered as effects of Brahman, are neither absolutely different from Brahman, for that would mean that they are not of the nature of intelligence (i. o. Brahman), nor absolutely non-different from Brahman, because in
1 See BMmati on Ved. Satra L 4, 21; TMbaut, part i. p. 277. Ta